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coststhathllbesmmdtoﬂwratepayemmtoom@.ﬂmlocalresxdmtswxﬂnolongcrbeable
. ‘to afford to live in the region and any competitive advantage the local businesses may have may
be diminished, thetebypotenuallythreatenmgthcregomlwonomy bothofwhxchatemthe

mtexwtofthePubthood ‘

- Inits review oftheExhlmeCPCalsomgreuedthatthepeuuonexs responseconsxdaedvery
- few hybrid solutions; cons1dermg mostly either/ or scenanos The following is LCPC’s cnt1que

' of the Exhibit cited:

Asthepenuoners ownExhxbxtstates “’I‘heDSMnnalm doesnotdelveintothe
feasibility, cost or implementation issues surrounding this (DSM) strategy.” Under footnote
- #1, the petitioners’ own Exhibit also states, “For tlie purposes of this report demand side
management (DSM) will refer only to investments into energy efficiency and not the
* broader definition of DSM that includes load control and conservation.” And footnote #3
states, “Local control (Le. ...customer generation, thermal storage and load curtailment
strategies.) was not considered as an alternative to the Lamoille project because customers
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- alternative excluding its social benefits and costs.” At the Public Service Board’s initial pre-
. hearing conference on Friday, January 7, 2005, LCPCchuIymomméediﬂﬁOﬁm:t
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questions why the Stowe Mountain Resort, which will undoubtedly be, if not already is, the

single largest consumer of electricity in the region after build-out, was not considered as a

“possible CHP site. LCPC also notes the following additional gaps in the Exhibit:

A WhileLCPCcmﬂdnmﬁndtheExhibit‘sdeﬂniﬁmofthetam;“societdcmf',IEPC
questions the Exhibit’s possible assumption that all costs must be born by all of society,
asthue'cmﬁbenumemusothascgnaﬂoswbuebyponions,ifnotall,ofthecostscould
be born by local generator-consumers via custoier generation. ‘As noted above, the
Exhibit admittedly does not consider customer generation types of scenarios, which, if

.~ considered, would likely reduce the “societal costs” dramatically.

. B. Related, LCPC questions the Exhibit’s assumption that distributed generation must only
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would appear to be an extremely limited assumption, which, if expanded, could likely

R reduce the “societal costs” dramatically. s SRAEEI
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- consider for distributed generation when there are numerous other sources available, not

the least of which is the locally grown bio-mass. Again, this would appear to be an

jons the Exhibit’s assumption that the Transmission Projer ‘will cost $20+

., since it is impossible to kniow the final cost of the proposed project umtil the

" and constructed: It won't be until this point that the truc cost of the project will be
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. . genertion; espocislly given that Vermont’s two miain sources of power (Ver
. termination within the eight year doferral period used in the analysis.

" semse” if hiosts and generator matches can be timed to “match” up. Becavse LCPCis . -
 aware of such efforts curreatly underway in the region, LCPC mmst again question the *
3. Tthas beentated that future plans are to extend the 115KV line from Stowe (after

© " Vermont and how ls it supported by the State’s energy policles?

Regarding Question #3, LCPC was again disappointed in the petitioners’ answers. LCPC was
" hoping for a more detailed response that looked beyond & imited 15 year window. The answers
B gimmudedm%ﬁnmbuofmmeupmnpm«(medwh@mMud‘
- Lamoille County 115KV Project (Docket #7032)

April 11, 2005 E

'Péct-”fé.f‘ |

b



3

’intmsstudyimmmmmformpmmmbm&thvdmm
- require them yet).”, @edetaﬂsofwh:chwemexacﬂywhatmwashopmgtbcpemmnus

B answers would disclose. The response given did not explain what the “transmission master plan”

s for Lamoille County and Northern Vermont. LCPC was looking for what options were bemg
explored, for where, by when, and for how much cost, so that they could get a better sense of
‘what the implications might be as to the proposed project’s affect (electnc rates) on Lamoille
County’s xesxdents and bnsmﬁses? ‘ ‘ ,

B Therealsoseemtobeconfmonastotheumeﬁ'annc:tedformeNOtﬂmeoomeject. In one
instance, the petitioners reference the master plan as looking out to 2021, while in another
~ instance, the petitioners state the Northern Loop Project is to be completed in 2005. This may
just be a case of the petitioners’ inability to articulate the master plan concept as it relates to the
Nonhernlnopandumo1HeCountme1ect(s)andlorLCPCslackofundemtmdingofthe
_ various pieces and how they fit together. While the petitioners’ offered an opinion that the
" proposed project was supported by the State’s energy policies via the Vermont Department of
PubthmcesZMEnergyPlan,thepenuom dxdnotoﬁ’aanyexampleserrefmof
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~ petitioners® collaborate with local, regional and state recreational trail interest and user groups to 7‘
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2. Themamtenanee 'fmodemmfrastructuresystemsmcludmgroads
networks, water supplies, municipal sanitary sewers, and encrgy to service existing and planned

* future economic activities is encouraged.
4. Municipalities are  to provide ex:stmg businesses with the mfrastmcnne that will

' allow contmued co

5.5 Utilitws an Facnliﬂes |
5. Suppoﬁodythomdcvelopmentpmposabthnmmthmtheemsnngmpmposedcapadty :
of public facilities and services.

12. Encourage the diversification of energy sources serving the region. ’
_ 13. Support measures and programs to conserve energy as well as the utilization ofrenewable

. energy resources.

- 16. Developmentprojects and ‘transportation planmngmthemg:onmusteoﬂdertheenergy
demands and availability with conservation as a priority. , ,
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